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Impact:

e Animal studies have indicated that exposure of the maturing brain to clinical drugs may
cause neurodegeneration. Clinical studies show mixed evidence for an association
between clinical drugs and neurocognitive outcomes.

o This study provides evidence for long-term neurocognitive impairment among children
with a history of PICU admission for bronchiolitis, a condition that seldom manifests
neurologically and is therefore not expected to affect neurocognitive functioning in itself.

o We found no evidence for a relation between drug exposure (i.e. sedatives, analgesics and
anesthetics) and long-term neurocognitive outcomes, suggesting that the observed
neurocognitive impairments are not accounted for by drug exposure.

¢ Findings underline the importance of structured follow-up after PICU admission, even in

absence of disease with neurological manifestation.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.29.22277048

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.29.22277048; this version posted June 29, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

ABSTRACT

Introduction: Concerns exist regarding the impact of widely-used clinical drugs on brain
development. This study investigates long-term neurocognitive functioning in relation to

frequently used drug exposure at the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit (PICU).

Methods: This study compared children aged 6-12 years with previous PICU admission (age
<1 year) for bronchiolitis requiring mechanical ventilation (patient group, n=65) to a
demographically comparable control group (n=76) on a broad range of neurocognitive
outcomes. The patient group was selected because bronchiolitis seldom manifests
neurologically and is therefore not expected to affect neurocognitive functioning in itself. The
relation between exposure to sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics and neurocognitive

outcomes was assessed by regression analyses.

Results: The patient group had lower intelligence than the control group (p<.001, d=-0.59) and
poorer performance in neurocognitive functions; i.e. speed and attention (p=.009, d=-0.41) and
verbal memory (p<.001, d=-0.60). Exposure to sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics was not

related to neurocognitive outcomes.

Conclusion: Children with PICU admission for bronchiolitis requiring mechanical ventilation
are at risk of long-term neurocognitive impairment. This study found no evidence for a role of
exposure to sedatives, analgesics or anesthetics. Findings underline the importance of long-
term follow-up after PICU admission, even in absence of disease with neurological

manifestation.
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INTRODUCTION

Sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics are routinely used drugs for critically ill children requiring
mechanical ventilation at the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit (PICU). Of these drugs, midazolam and
morphine are most commonly used and are frequently combined with other sedatives, analgesics
or anesthetics.1-3 Although long considered to be safe, recent research raises concerns about the

potential impact of routinely used drugs on brain development in children.4

Animal studies have indicated that exposure to sedatives,57 analgesicsé and anesthetics>7
may cause neurodegeneration, especially in the rapidly developing brain.57 Several mechanisms
are thought to contribute to the potential neurodegenerative impact, such as impaired
neurogenesis, reduced synaptogenesis and elevated neuronal apoptosis during early stages of
postnatal brain development.5-1! Such pathological mechanisms have shown to co-occur with
neurocognitive impairments.>68-10 Consequently, the US Food and Drug Administration issued a
warning for the potential negative impact of repeated and/or longer use of sedatives and
anesthetics on brain development in young children.* This raised concerns about the potential
impact of routinely used drugs on neurocognitive outcomes of children admitted to the PICU,
especially since neurocognitive impairments are known to interfere with development in other
major domains of functioning, such as physical and mental health!213, academic achievement!4,

socioeconomic success?5, and life chances.13

A systematic review regarding adult patients presents evidence for a relation between
sedative exposure and occurrence of delirium,!6 while delirium in turn is related to long-term
neurocognitive impairment.l? Studies directly investigating the relation between exposure to
sedatives, analgesics, anesthetics and neurocognitive functioning are scarce. A systematic
reviewl6 identified two studies reporting a relation between sedative exposure and
neurocognitive impairment up to three months after Intensive Care Unit (ICU) stay, while this
impairment did not persist at 12-month follow-up.1819 A recent randomized trial in ICU patients

revealed no effects of continuous sedation (as compared to no sedation) on neurocognitive
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functioning at three months after ICU discharge.20 Furthermore, some evidence indicates short-
term neurocognitive impairment after surgery in adults, although the specific roles of exposure to
sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics remain unclear.21.22 Taken together, the available literature
on adults provides mixed evidence with some indications for short-term effects of sedative
exposure on neurocognitive functioning, while no evidence is available regarding longer-term

effects of exposure to sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics.

Literature in children is conflicting, with studies showing no relation between exposure
to sedatives?3, analgesics?3 and anesthetics?427 and neurocognitive outcomes, while other studies
do report negative relations with exposure to sedatives?8, analgesics?® and anesthetics30-33.
Moreover, the available literature is challenged by the unknown contribution of the underlying
disease in the observed relations between drug exposure and neurocognitive outcomes.2829 Taken
together, it remains unclear to what extent the worrying findings on exposure to sedatives,
analgesics and anesthetics in animals - and to some extent in adult patients - generalize to children

after PICU admission.

This study investigates neurocognitive outcomes after PICU admission and explores the
relation of neurocognitive impairment with exposure to the primary choice of drugs (midazolam
and morphine). Secondary analyses also explore relations with exposure to the secondary choice
of drugs (lorazepam, fentanyl, esketamine and propofol). We specifically focused on children
with bronchiolitis, because this condition seldom manifests neurologically (i.e. 1-2%)3435 and is

therefore not expected to affect neurocognitive functioning in itself.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.29.22277048

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.29.22277048; this version posted June 29, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

METHODS

Participants

This cross-sectional observational study compared a patient group to a control group of peers.
The patient group was retrospectively recruited from a cohort admitted between 2007 and 2013
to the PICU of the Amsterdam UMC, The Netherlands. Inclusion criteria for the patient group
were: history of PICU admission during infancy or early childhood (age <1 year) for respiratory
insufficiency due to bronchiolitis requiring invasive mechanical ventilation; age at assessment 6-
12 years; and proficient in the Dutch language. Exclusion criteria were: clinical signs of
neurological complications (e.g. seizure, encephalitis, meningitis); developmental disorders,
physical conditions and/or behavioral deficits interfering with the ability to adequately perform
neurocognitive testing; presence of family conflict; and living abroad. Considering the aim of our
study, we specifically focused on children with bronchiolitis since we expect minimal
involvement of the central nervous system in the pathophysiology. Bronchiolitis is most
commonly caused by respiratory syncytial virus (approximately 70% of children hospitalized for
bronchiolitis 36¢) that induces cytotoxic injury to lung cells and the subsequent inflammatory
response 37. Although extrapulmonary manifestations of the infection are well-known,38
neurological manifestations are seldom (i.e. 1-2% of cases)3435. Nevertheless, we used clinical
signs of neurological manifestations (e.g. seizure, encephalitis, meningitis) as an exclusion
criterion in this study. The resulting study sample is relatively well suited for our study aims,
since unlike many other diseases treated at the PICU, bronchiolitis in our study sample is not

expected to affect neurocognitive functioning in itself.

The control group was recruited using a multichannel approach. Children participating in
the patient group were asked to bring a friend or family member. Also, primary schools in the
region were contacted for the recruitment of control participants. The inclusion and exclusion
criteria for the control group were the same as for the patient group, although children were only

included in the control group if they had no history of PICU admission and had not received more
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than 4 hours sedatives, analgesics and/or anesthetics during their life. We aimed to include at
least 64 children in the patient group and 64 children in the control group, in order to achieve
sufficient statistical power for the detection of medium-sized effects (Cohen’s d=0.5, assuming

power=80% and alpha=.05).

Measures

Demographic characteristics

Data on age, sex and socioeconomic status (SES) were collected using a parental questionnaire.
SES was estimated by the average level of parental education ranging from 1 (no education) to 8

(postdoctoral education).3?

Clinical characteristics

Administration of sedatives (midazolam and lorazepam), analgesics (morphine and fentanyl) and
anesthetics (esketamine and propofol), and clinical characteristics, related to disease severity and
with possible impact on neurocognitive functioning, were extracted from the patient files (Table
1). Exposure to each drug was expressed as the total cumulative dose per kilogram bodyweight
obtained during PICU admission. Per local clinical protocol at time of PICU admission, the primary
choice of drugs during mechanical ventilation consisted of intravenous midazolam and morphine,
while the secondary choice of drugs (lorazepam, fentanyl, additional esketamine) were only
administered when required. Propofol was only used during (re)intubation and as rescue

medication during extreme agitation.

Intelligence

Intelligence was assessed to capture general neurocognitive functioning and was measured by a
short form of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Third edition (WISC-III) involving the
subtests Vocabulary, Arithmetic, Block Design and Picture Arrangement. Full-scale IQ (FSIQ)

estimated with this short form has excellent validity (r=.95) and reliability (r=.90).40
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Neurocognitive domains

In order to assess specific domains of neurocognitive functioning, a standardized and
computerized neurocognitive test-battery was used. This test-battery measures a broad range of
key neurocognitive domains and contains a composition of child-friendly tests based on well-
known neuroscientific paradigms with established validity and reliability, i.e. Attention Network
Test,#1 Multisensory Integration Task,*? Tower of London,*3 Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test,**
Digit Span task,*s Klingberg task#¢ and Track & Trace task.#” In order to reduce the number of
outcome variables, component analysis was used to construct neurocognitive domain scores out
of the performance measures resulting from comprehensive neurocognitive assessment (see
Supporting Information and eTable 1). The resulting neurocognitive domains and their

descriptions are displayed in Table 2.

Procedure

Participating children underwent neurocognitive testing by trained examiners in a quiet room
with an approximate duration of three hours, including breaks. Block randomized order of test
administration was applied to counterbalance the systematic influence of fatigue on test

performance.

Ethics statement
This study was approved by the medical ethical committee of the Amsterdam UMC
(W16_121#16.139) and conducted in accordance with the declaration of Helsinki.*® Parents and

children aged 12 years provided written informed consent for participation.
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Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 26.0 and R. Group comparability was
tested by comparing the patient and control group on demographic characteristics and gestational
age, using mixed modelling to account for the presence of sibling pairs in our sample (n=24).
Subsequently, groups were compared on the neurocognitive outcomes. For neurocognitive
domains with significant group difference, we investigated their more specific nature by following
group comparisons on the related original performance measures from neurocognitive tasks (see
eTable 1). Neurocognitive outcomes with significant group difference were subjected to
subsequent analyses regarding drug exposure.

The primary analysis regarding the relation between drug exposure and neurocognitive
outcomes focused on the primary choice of drugs (midazolam and morphine), while the secondary
analysis focused on the secondary choice of drugs (lorazepam, fentanyl, esketamine and propofol).
We performed univariate regression analyses in the patient group with cumulative dose per
kilogram bodyweight as independent variable and neurocognitive outcomes as dependent
variables. Skewed distributions of cumulative dose were subjected to logarithmic transformation,
while severely skewed distributions were dichotomized (i.e. administered yes/no). Lastly, we
explored if exposure to a combination of drugs was related to neurocognitive outcomes.
Therefore, we ranked exposure to each drug separately in order of cumulative dose per kilogram
bodyweight and calculated the sum of ranks across drugs for each individual child in the patient
group. The resulting score reflects the combined exposure to sedatives, analgesics and
anesthetics. To correct for multiple testing, correction for false discovery rate (FDR-correction)
was applied for all regression analyses other than the primary analysis. All statistical testing was
two-sided, a was set at .05 and effect sizes relating to group differences were expressed as Cohen’s
d.*® Cohen’s d values of 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8, were used to define thresholds for small, medium and

large effect sizes, respectively.*?
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RESULTS

Study groups

Children included in the patient group (n=65, Figure 1) did not differ from the total sample of
children satisfying the inclusion criteria (n=119) with respect to sex, age at PICU admission,
duration of mechanical ventilation and length of PICU stay (eTable 2), indicating no evidence
for selection bias in the study sample. Comparisons between the patient and control group
(n=76) on baseline characteristics are displayed in Table 1. No differences were found in terms
of demographics, indicating no evidence for a confounding role of demographic differences
between groups. The patient group had lower gestational age than the control group, of which

the role in the results will be explored (see confounding analysis).

Group comparison on neurocognitive outcomes

Results regarding neurocognitive outcomes are shown in Table 2. Compared to the control group,
the patient group had a significantly lower FSIQ (medium effect), and significant lower
performance on the neurocognitive domains for speed and attention (small effect) and verbal
memory (medium effect). In contrast, the patient group showed significant better performance
than the control group on the neurocognitive domain planning time (small effect). Further
analysis of the neurocognitive domain scores at the level of the underlying variables revealed that
the observed effect of speed and attention was accounted for by lower processing speed (p=.04,
d=-0.34), poorer attention consistency (p=.019, d=-0.39) and poorer visuomotor accuracy (p=.04,
d=-0.29) in the patient group. The observed effect for verbal memory was found to be accounted
for by poorer verbal memory encoding (p<.001, d=-0.61) and poorer verbal memory retrieval
(p<.001, d=-0.60) in the patient group. While considering impaired verbal memory encoding and
retrieval, the patient group had relative better verbal memory consolidation than the control

group (p=.03, d=0.36). For planning time, the only variable with an effect of group was planning

10
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time (p=.006, d=0.46), indicating that planning time was shorter in the patient group than in the
control group, without a significant difference in planning capacity between the two groups

(p=.28, d=-0.19).

Drug exposure and neurocognitive outcomes

We investigated the relation between drug exposure and neurocognitive outcomes, focusing on
the neurocognitive outcomes with observed group differences (FSIQ and the neurocognitive
domains speed and attention, verbal memory and planning time). Regarding the relation between
drug exposure and neurocognitive outcomes (Table 3 and 4), no significant relations were found
in the primary analysis (midazolam and morphine), secondary analysis (lorazepam, fentanyl,

esketamine and propofol) and tertiary analysis (combined exposure across all drugs).

Exploratory analysis

As the planned analyses did not reveal relations between drug exposure and neurocognitive
outcomes, we performed additional exploratory analyses. In order to exclude the possibility that
other aspects of drug exposure than cumulative dose are more important, we additionally
performed post-hoc explorations of other aspects of exposure (i.e. duration of administration,
mean and highest cumulative day dose), also showing no relations with neurocognitive outcomes
(eTable 3). As literature also raised concerns about the potential impact of corticosteroids on
neurocognitive functioning in children,5051 we also explored corticosteroid exposure (short
course prednisone and dexamethasone to prevent stridor after extubation), and again found no

significant relations with neurocognitive outcomes (eTable 3).
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Confounding analysis

As the patient group had significant lower gestational age as compared to the control group,
this could theoretically be a confounder in the observed group differences. Therefore, we
performed a sensitivity analysis using a subsample of the patient group (n=60) that was
comparable to the control group (n=67) in terms of gestational age. The results replicate the
reported group differences (ps<.003), indicating that the observed evidence for neurocognitive
impairments are not accounted for by premorbid differences in gestational age (see Supporting
Information). Various other factors might have accounted for observed group differences. We
identified the following relevant factors in the medical history of the patient group: extremely
premature birth (gestational age <32 weeks; n=5), CPR (n=2), traumatic brain injury (n=1),
septic shock during PICU admission (n=0), ECMO (n=1), and two or more readmissions (n=4).
We excluded children with these factors and compared this relatively ‘uncomplicated’ patient
subgroup (n=55) to the control subgroup (n=67; eTable 4). Again, we replicated the reported
group differences (ps<.024), with the exception of better planning time in the patient group.
Taken together, these findings show that the observed evidence for neurocognitive

impairments in the patient group is not accounted for by a range of potential confounders.
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DISCUSSION

This study aimed to investigate the relation between sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics and
long-term neurocognitive functioning in children with a history of PICU admission. Therefore,
we selected a sample of children admitted to the PICU for bronchiolitis, a condition that seldom
manifests neurologically (i.e. 1-2%)3435 and is therefore not expected to affect neurocognitive
functioning in itself. The results indicate that children with PICU admission for bronchiolitis
have affected neurocognitive functioning, reflected by long-term impairment in intelligence
and specific aspects of neurocognitive functioning (i.e. information processing, attention,
verbal memory and visuomotor integration). Contrary to our hypothesis, exposure to
sedatives, analgesics, anesthetics or a combination of these drugs was not related to
neurocognitive outcomes. The findings of this study indicate that children admitted to the PICU
for bronchiolitis requiring mechanical ventilation are at risk of long-term neurocognitive
impairment at primary school age, which is unlikely to be caused by drug exposure during PICU
admission.

In 2016, the US Food and Drug Administration warned that repeated or longer use of
general sedatives and anesthetics during procedures in children aged less than three years may
affect children’s brain development.# As this warning is based on outcomes of animal studies, it
remained unclear to what extent these worrying findings could be generalized to children. Studies
that reported evidence for potential negative effects of sedatives?® and analgesics,?° included
children in whom the underlying disease is a risk factor for neurocognitive impairment in
itself,5253 and drug exposure may have been linked to disease severity in these studies. The
findings of this study suggest that exposure to sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics or a
combination of these drugs is unlikely to affect long-term neurocognitive outcomes after PICU

admission.

The absence of a role for drug exposure in this study raises the question what factors may

have contributed to the observed neurocognitive impairments. Other factors may play a role,

13
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although we found no evidence for a role of demographic characteristics or medical history (e.g.
gestational age, CPR, ECMO). Indeed assuming that bronchiolitis seldom manifests
neurologically,3435 the observed neurocognitive impairments may suggest that other
pathophysiological mechanisms involving (a combination of) secondary consequences of
bronchiolitis and/or PICU treatment may negatively affect neurocognitive outcomes, such as
hypoxia, metabolic derangements such as hyponatremia or glucose dysregulation, ischemia,
inflammation, hypotension and delirium.3854-5¢ Likewise, (parental) stress is considered to play an
important role after PICU admission5” and may be implicated in the mechanisms affecting
neurocognitive outcomes.5859 The findings of our study highlight the importance of prospective
studies aimed at identifying the combination of factors that may account for neurocognitive
impairment in children admitted to the PICU for bronchiolitis, and for PICU admission in general. As
neurocognitive impairments are known to interfere with development in crucial outcome
domains,!2-15 our findings also underline the importance of long-term structured follow-up after
PICU admission, even in the absence of underlying disease with neurological manifestation,

enabling early identification and appropriate management of adverse outcomes.69

Limitations and strengths

This study has several limitations. First, a substantial number of eligible children (45.4%) did not
participate in our study, mainly because they were not reached despite our maximal and repeated
efforts. Nevertheless, the included children did not differ from the total cohort of eligible children
with respect to sex, age at PICU admission, duration of mechanical ventilation and length of PICU
stay, indicating no evidence for selection bias in the study sample. Second, the distributions of
exposure to lorazepam, fentanyl, esketamine and propofol followed a highly skewed distribution,
necessitating dichotomization. This may have reduced the sensitivity of the relevant analyses,
although still sufficiently powered to detect medium-sized effects. A strength of this study is the
use of a dedicated control group that was comparable to the patient group in terms of age, sex and

SES. A comparable control group allows to account for inflation of intelligence over time (known

14
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as the Flynn effect)6162 and provides a solution for the inability to correct for SES using
standardized norm scores. A second strength is the use of a comprehensive computerized
neurocognitive test battery aimed at a broad range of neurocognitive outcomes relevant to daily
life functioning. Lastly, we provided a comprehensive analysis of the relation between

(combinations of) drug exposure to neurocognitive outcomes.

CONCLUSIONS

This study provides evidence for long-term neurocognitive impairment among children with a
history of PICU admission due to bronchiolitis requiring mechanical ventilation. The results
suggest that exposure to sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics is not related to neurocognitive
functioning. Future research should aim at identifying factors that are implicated in the
neurocognitive impairment of children admitted to the PICU for bronchiolitis. The findings also
underline the importance of long-term structured follow-up after PICU admission, even in the
absence of underlying disease with neurological manifestation, enabling early identification

and appropriate management of adverse outcomes.
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FIGURE LEGEND

Figure 1. Flowchart of included children in the patient group.

Note. Reasons to decline participation were: not interested (n=11), no time (n=10), too high a burden

on child (n=6) or language barrier of parents (n=2).

CONSENT STATEMENT
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Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Demographic and clinical Patient group Control group Mean (SE) p-value Cohen’s d
characteristics (n =65) (n=76) difference

Demographic characteristics
Age at time testing (years), mean (SD) 8.1(1.2) 8.2 (1.4) -0.10 (0.22) .64 -0.08
Sex, % boys 60.0 447 0.63 (0.35) .08
Socioeconomic status, mean (SD) 5.3(1.2) 5.6 (1.0) 0.01 (0.10) 92 0.01
Clinical characteristics
Gestational age (weeks), median (IQR) 38.1 (36.3-39.9) 39.9 (38.1-40.9) -0.35(0.12) * .004 -0.35

Born extremely premature (gestational age

<32 weeks), N (%)

5(7.7)

4(5.3)

Age at PICU admission (days), median (IQR)

43.0 (23.5-79.5)

Positive respiratory syncytial virus test, N 56 (86.2)
(%)

PIM 2 score, median (IQR) 1.4 (1.1-2.1)
Duration of invasive mechanical ventilation 159.3 (67.9)
during first PICU stay (hours), mean (SD)

Duration of invasive mechanical ventilation 169.5 (88.6)
during all PICU admissions (hours), mean

(SD)

Length of first PICU stay (days), median 7.4 (5.7-9.0)
(IQR)

Length of combined PICU stay (days), 7.6 (5.6-9.4)
median (IQR)

Respiratory syncytial virus positive, N 56 (86.2)
(%)

Reintubation, N (%) 4 (6.2)
Tracheostomy, N (%) 2(3.1)
ECMO, N (%) 1(15)
CPR, N (%) 2(3.1)
Readmission at the PICU, N (%) ** 7 (10.8)
Withdrawal symptoms, N (%) 23(35.4)
Sepsis (during PICU stay), N (%) 1(1.5)
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Septic shock (during PICU stay), N (%) 0 (0.0)

Traumatic brain injury after PICU 1(1.5) 1(1.3)

discharge, N (%)

Sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics

during PICU admission

Midazolam cumulative mg/kg, median 17.6 (10.7-26.4)

(IQR)

Morphine cumulative mg/kg, median (IQR) 1.5 (1.0-2.2)
Lorazepam, N (%) *** 17 (26.2)
Fentanyl, N (%) *** 20 (30.8)
Esketamine, N (%) *** 20 (30.8)
Propofol, N (%) *** 16 (24.6)
Prednisone, N (%) *** 5(7.7)
Dexamethasone, N (%) *** 44 (67.7)

Note. CPR = cardiopulmonary resuscitation; ECMO = extracorporeal membrane oxygenation; FSIQ = estimated full-scale intelligence quotient; PICU = Pediatric
Intensive Care Unit; PIM 2 score = Pediatric Index of Mortality 2 score; SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error.

* Van der Waerden transformation of gestational age to obtain a normal distribution. ** Children were readmitted for viral lower respiratory tract infections
and/or subglottic stenosis due to intubation damage. *** Severely skewed distributions of drug administration, therefore these drugs were dichotomized (i.e.

administered yes/no).
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Table 2. Neurocognitive outcomes of children in the patient and control group

Neurocognitive outcomes Description Patient group, Control group, Mean (SE) p-value Cohen’s d
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) difference
(n =65) (n=76)

FSIQ Intelligence 95.3 (15.9) 105.1 (15.1) -8.46 (1.98) <.001 -0.59
Neurocognitive domains

Speed and attention Speed and variability of information processing and attention -0.19 (0.95) 0.16 (1.02) -0.41 (0.15) .009 -0.41
Set shifting Speed of shifting between response types -0.03 (1.03) 0.02 (0.98) -0.08 (0.16) .61 -0.08
Verbal memory Learning and memory for verbal information -0.29 (1.13) 0.24 (0.81) -0.60 (0.14) <.001 -0.60
Visuomotor integration Speed and flexibility of visuomotor integration 0.13 (1.06) -0.11 (0.93) 0.25 (0.17) 14 0.25
Verbal working memory Short-term memory and manipulation of verbal information -0.15 (1.03) 0.13 (0.96) -0.27 (0.16) .09 -0.27
Interference control Speed of suppressing distracting information 0.12 (1.01) -0.11 (0.98) 0.21 (0.16) .18 0.21
Visual processing speed Speed of visual information processing -0.03 (1.06) 0.02 (0.95) -0.06 (0.16) .73 -0.06
Visual working memory Short-term memory and manipulation of verbal information -0.16 (1.01) 0.13 (0.98) -0.29 (0.17) .08 -0.29
Planning time Speed and capacity of planning ahead 0.20 (0.99) -0.17 (0.98) 0.38 (0.16) .02 0.38
Multisensory integration Accuracy for integration of information from different sensory modalities 0.02 (1.08) -0.02 (0.93) 0.04 (0.17) .82 0.04

Note. FSIQ = estimated full-scale intelligence quotient; SD = standard deviation; SE = standard error. The directionality of neurocognitive variables was adapted so that for all scores, higher values corresponded to better task

performance.
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Table 3. Univariate regression analyses testing the relationship of cumulative doses of midazolam

and morphine with selected neurocognitive outcomes

Neurocognitive outcomes R2 (%) Beta (SE) p-value

Midazolam, cumulative mg/kg

FSIQ 0.5 1.82 (3.28) .58
Speed and attention 0.1 0.04 (0.20) .85
Verbal memory 0.1 -0.06 (0.23) .80
Planning time 0.4 0.10 (0.20) .62

Morphine, cumulative mg/kg*

FSIQ 4.2 8.90 (5.42) 11
Speed and attention 0.6 -0.21 (0.33) .53
Verbal memory 0.2 0.15 (0.39) 71
Planning time 0.0 -0.02 (0.34) .95

Note. Beta represents a change of the dependent variable by the independent variable times 10.

* 1 outlier omitted from analysis.
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Table 4. Univariate regression analyses testing the relationship of lorazepam, fentanyl, esketamine, propofol and combination of

drugs with the selected neurocognitive outcomes

Neurocognitive outcomes R2 (%) Beta (SE) p-value p-value after FDR-
correction
Lorazepam yes/no
FSIQ 0.2 -1.67 (4.53) 71 71
Speed and attention 6.3 -0.54 (0.26) .04 a2
Verbal memory 2.7 -0.42 (0.32) .19 .25
Planning time 5.5 -0.53 (0.27) .06 A2
Fentanyl yes/no
FSIQ 3.3 -6.22 (4.24) 15 .28
Speed and attention 2.5 0.32 (0.25) 21 .28
Verbal memory 1.3 -0.28 (0.30) .36 .36
Planning time 33 -0.39 (0.26) 15 .28
Esketamine yes/no
FSIQ 0.6 2.56 (4.30) .55 .55
Speed and attention 4.8 -0.45 (0.25) .08 14
Verbal memory 4.8 -0.53 (0.30) .08 14
Planning time 4.1 -0.43 (0.26) 11 14
Propofol yes/no
FSIQ 1.4 -4.37 (4.59) .35 46
Speed and attention 3.4 -0.40 (0.27) 14 .29
Verbal memory 0.7 -0.21 (0.33) .52 .52
Planning time 6.8 -0.60 (0.28) .04 14
Sedatives, analgesics and anesthetics
FSIQ 0.3 -0.01 (0.02) .64 .64
Speed and attention 2.2 -0.00 (0.00) 24 40
Verbal memory 1.7 -0.00 (0.00) .30 40
Planning time 7.4 -0.00 (0.00) .03 11

Note. FDR-correction = correction for false discovery rate. *Beta represents a change of the dependent variable by the independent variable times

10.
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